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November 14, 1991 to ir.

OF'

LOWRY COALITION RESPONSE TO
SUB JECT:

Dear Ms. Hooten:
Consent for the Shallow and De0P Groundwater

Memorandum.

immerrts to be counter-productive to progress toward

Unsaturated waste pit solids should not be included with refuse above the base of refuse.

Lowry Coalition's response:
of this evaluation, unsaturated waste-pit

I

rob^o  ̂ conduct to 1 x 10* cm/s.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ReglonVIll

939 18th Street, Suite 500

we find nonresponsive are:

Pane 50, first paragraph

WMC/CWM's comment

FILE PLAN

North Daxota/Coioradc Sectton (3HWM-SR)

999 18th Street, Suite 500

Denyer. Hooten. urf OUs 1/6 RPM

- -n TAG COMMENTS ON THE GROUNDWATER

SJSJctS^’cS TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Waste Management of North America, Inc.

«60nGreenwoed Plaza Blvd. • Englewood, Colorado 30111 

Suite 424 • 303/770-3324

Paoe 69. Section 6.2.4-l_

WMC/CWM’s comment:

As you know, Section 7.1.3 of the Oberon to JfAG member

critical porttons of the recent Lowry Coalition respons Groundwater Characteristics Technical
Chemical Waste Management, inc. (CWM) comments on me «ruu..u

responding to the content of each ^^^iMhTongind^hnical Memorandum,

uvun iwlcm,1 and that the Coalition would move tcxw? counter-productive to progress toward

specB0 rKPonse’by,he Ooa“°" “

Coalition wold may.
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Lowry Coalition’s response:

The comment has been noted. For the purposes of this evaluaiion, refuse was assumed

1537695 -R8 SEMS

| 290681

-
S--’ o



P. 03FAX NO. 3032931725SUPERFUND REMEDIAL

i

- Ms. Gwen Hooten- November 14. 1991 .-2-

Pane 69. last line

Lowry Coalition’s response:

The sentence should read as follows: 

WMC/CWM’s comment'

Lowry Coalition's response: •

WMC/CWSs 5miy believe that a sensitMiy analysis is essential for these critical input parameters.
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The Coalition's citation does answer the first part of WMC/CWM's comment 
regarding geometric means and stating two values. However, no where in the 
citation is the second part of the comment addressed which, In our opinion, is the 
crux of the comment

.■A..

See response to Comment No. 6, Table 1 on page 10 of Addendum No. 1 of the Nature and 
Extent of Contamination TM.

Two waste pit pumping tests are Insufficient to determine a geometric mean. The two 
hydraulic conductivity values calculated from these pumping tests should be stated. When 
the waste pits are modeled with a permeability that Is two orders of magnitude lower than 
the refuse, the model will show that most of the flux to shallow and deep groundwater Is 
from the ref use. We believe the daily and intermediate cover of the refuse would probably 
result In a lower permeability for the refuse compared to the waste pit solids. Regardless, 
ranges in both horizontal arid vertical hydraulic conductivities should be used when a large 
uncertainty Is so critical totheEA.

*_ hydraulic conductivity of the refuse because..."

■ The comment has been noted. For the purposes of this evaluation, refuse was assumed 
to be Isotropic.

Page 70, first full paragraph, line 3

WMC/CWM's comment

"Hydraulic conductivity of the ? because of the...' something is missing. If it is refuse, we 
disagree. Anisotropy of the 7efuse due to dally and intermediate cover would probably 
result In a hydraulic conductivity of the refuse less then the waste pit solids.
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As can be readily seen from these responses, the Coalition's preferred approach to answering what 
WMC/CWM considers to be critical comments Is to dismiss the Issue. , •

A central theme runs throughout WMC/CWM’s comments. That is, WMC/CWM are very concerned that the 
hydraulic characteristics assigned to the refuse in the Groundwater Characteristics Technical Memorandum 
will serve as Input parameters for the groundwater modeling to be used as a basis for the Endangerment 
Assessment (EA). If the hydraulic parameters quoted in the Coalition’s Groundwaler Characteristics 
Technical Memorandum are used unchanged In the modeling effort, then the results of the model will falsely 
Indicate that the refuse, and not the wasie pits, are contributing most of contaminants to the site. 
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November 14, 1991-3-Ms. Gwen Hooten 

acknowledge that the ovarafl project schedule requires the Coalition to produce a groundwater 
a certain data (flow model suBmrtted to EPA on October 21, transport model submitted to EPA

Respectfully,

co:

' '■

E. Demos, Denver
G. Maerz, Denver
D. Bollmann, Denver 
M. Herman, EPA
M. Hutson, Hydro-Search 
TAG Members

 The Lowry, Coalition continues to attempt to misuse such "technical" bases upon which to fight 
apportionment issues. WMC/CWM strongly disagree with this procedure, believing that apportionment - 
Issues are not relevant In such documents. Technical Issues should not be skewed to foster allocation 
posturing. Should the Indications of the Groundwater Characteristics Technical Memorandum and Lowry 
Coalition response to our comments be echoed In the groundwater model, then WMC/CWM predict along 
and arduous technical debate about the representativeness of the model.

While we s
model by a certain data (flow model
on October 31 - neither* of which were distributed to TAG members), dismissing technical oversight during 
the model construction/lnput phase wilt not reduce the overall project schedule. Rather, It win lead to 
prolonged technical debate and disagreement over the model results in the Remedial lnvestlgatioq report 
and EA. Undoubtedly, prolonged debate and disagreement could very well result in the need for more 
modeling, thereby lengthening, not shortening, the overall project schedule. K

We believe careful consideration of our comments on the Groundwater Characteristics Technical 
Memorandum is essential to the development of a technlcally-sound, unbiased ground water model. 
Accordingly, we request EPA to require substantive evaluation of our comments by the Coalition prior to 
proceeding with further work on the model.

Thank you for your assistance.
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Steven D. Rlchtel, P.G. I
Region Remedial Projects Manager
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